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REMARKS 

I. Introduction 

This amendment is filed in response to the Office Action dated August 1, 2003 for 
the above-identified patent application. Claims 1-10 are currently pending in the present 
application. Claims 1-10 have been rejected. Claim 1 has been amended to incorporate the 
limitations of dependent claim 9. Claim 9 has been canceled. 

The examiner has noted that the instant application appears to contain two copies 
of the specification, one which was marked with the filing date to indicate that it is viewed as a 
specification and another that contains no indication of the date it was filed. It is applicants 
understanding that only one specification was submitted with this application. Examiner Mullis 
advised during a brief discussion on 10/29/03 that this does not appear to be a problem, but will 
advise accordingly if it is. 

II. Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. S 112 Should Be Withdrawn 

Claims 1-10 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicants regard as the invention. It is alleged that vinylcyan is not art recognized and is 
therefore unclear. Applicants respectfully disagree, but have amended the specification and 
claims 1 and 8 to replace "vinylcyan" with "vinyl cyanide" to resolve the issue. 

The examiner alleges that it is not clear if the "parts " in step (i) is related to the 
"parts" in step (ii) of claim 1. Applicants submit that it would be clear to one ordinarily skilled 
in the art that the "parts" in step (i) are not related to the "parts" in step (ii). The "parts by 
weight" in step (i) is based on 100 parts by weight of total monomers used in step (i) and the 
"parts by weight" in step (ii) is based on 100 parts by weight of total monomers used in step (ii). 
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Therefore, the use of "parts" in both step (i) and step (ii) is clear and applicants respectfully 
traverse the rejection. The examiner also alleges that the term "particle diameter" is unclear 
where unqualified as to the type of diameter since particle diameters exist as a distribution of 
diameters. One skilled in the art, however, would understand that "average particle diameter" 
means "number average particle diameter." Nevertheless, applicants have amended claim 5 and 
the specification to recite a "number average particle diameter" to overcome the rejection. 

The examiner alleges that "graft transparent resin" is not recognized in the art 
since it is not clear how something can be transparent to a "graft." Applicants have amended 
"graft transparent resin" to "transparent graft resin" in claim 1 and the specification to overcome 
the rejection. 

III. Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. S 102 Should Be Withdrawn 

Claims 1-10 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as being unpatentable in 
view of Great Britain Patent 994,924 (American Cyanamid Co.). It is alleged that American 
Cyanamid Co. discloses a composition in which the refractive index of the rubber and matrix 
phases are carefully matched and the bulk polymerized MS AN copolymer is blended with an 
emulsion grafted methyl methacrylate, styrene/acrylonitrile grafted polybutadiene. 

However, the present invention discloses preparing a transparent resin having 
improved moisture and heat resistance. Generally, a transparent resin is prepared by an emulsion 
polymerization, which limits the moisture and heat resistance due to the remaining emulsifier. In 
order to solve this problem, the present claimed invention (i) prepares a transparent graft resin by 
an emulsion polymerization using specific emulsifiers and (ii) prepares a MS AN copolymer by 
bulk polymerization, thereby minimizing the amount of emulsifier that remains in the final 
product. American Cyanamid Co. does not disclose preparing a thermoplastic transparent resin 
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using an emulsifier as in the presently claimed invention. Specifically, the present invention 
improves moisture and heat resistance by (i) using a specific emulsifier selected from the group 
consisting of alkylaryl sulfonate salts, alkali methylalkyl sulfate salts, sulfonate alkylester salts 
and mixtures thereof and (ii) minimizing remaining emulsifier through a bulk polymerization of 
the MSAN copolymer. 

Therefore, in view of the foregoing, reconsideration and withdrawal of the 
rejection of claims 1-10 as anticipated by Great Britain Patent 994,924 (American Cyanamid 
Co.) is respectfully requested. 

IV. Rejection Under 35 ILS.C. § 103 Should Be Withdrawn 

Claims 1-10 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent 5,795,936 (Lin et al.) further in view of Great Britain Patent 994,924 (American 
Cyanamid Co.). It is alleged that Lin et al. discloses a composition containing a graft copolymer 
"A" that is identical to the MSAN claimed in applicants' step (ii). The examiner further alleges 
that Lin et al. does not disclose a specific example of component "D" equivalent to the 
components of step (i) of the present claimed invention, but it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art to choose a component absent any showing of surprising or 
unexpected results. 

Although American Cyanamid Co. and Lin et al. describe blending of MSAN and 
a rubber graft copolymer, they do not consider the problems caused by remaining emulsifier and 
do not teach or contemplate forming a thermoplastic transparent resin with moisture and heat 
resistance. Specifically, American Cyanamid Co. describes that the MSAN and the graft rubber 
can be prepared by free-radical polymerization or emulsion polymerization. Neither American 
Cyanamid Co. nor Lin et al. disclose minimizing the amount of emulsifier that remains in the 
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final product by requiring the MSAN to be prepared by bulk polymerization as in the present 
claimed invention. In addition, neither reference alone or together discloses or contemplates 
using the specific emulsifiers of the present claimed invention when polymerizing a graft rubber. 
Moreover, Lin et al. discloses the use of potassium oleate as an emulsifier when polymerizing a 
rubber graft copolymer. Comparative Example 6 described in the present application shows that 
using potassium oleate as an emulsifier results in deteriorated moisture and heat resistance. 
Therefore, Lin et al. would lead a person of ordinary skill away from using the emulsifiers of the 
present application to prepare a thermoplastic transparent resin with enhanced moisture and heat 
resistance. 

Additionally, the emulsifiers of the present claimed invention have numerous 
advantages. For example, Comparative Example 5 disclosed in the present application uses 
potassium oleate and shows deteriorated latex stability, while Examples using alkyaryl sulfonate 
of the same amount show superior stability, even at low pH that may be caused by the presence 
of acrylic or methyacrylic monomers. The Examples disclosed in the present application also 
show that emulsifiers, such as alkylaryl sulfonate, enhance moisture and heat resistance, as 
compared to oleic acid salt, rosin acid salt, etc. Furthermore, when oleate or rosin acid is used as 
an emulsifier, moisture and heat resistance is largely affected by the amount of emulsifier. In 
contrast, when the emulsifiers of the present claimed invention are used, moisture and heat 
resistance is not affected by the amount of emulsifier. 

Therefore, in view of the foregoing, reconsideration and withdrawal of the 
rejection of claims 1-10 as obvious in view of U.S. Patent 5,795,936 (Lin et al.) further in view 
of Great Britain Patent 994,924 (American Cyanamid Co.) is respectfully requested. 

-19- 

NY02:463316.1 



FILE NO. A35026-PCT-USA 
072944.0154 
PATENT 

V. Conclusion 

It is believed that no fee is required in connection with this response. However, 
the Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge payment of any additional fee or credit any 
overpayment to Deposit Account No. 02-4377. 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, allowance of the pending 
claims is respectfully requested. 




Neil P. Sirota 
Patent Office Reg. No. 38,306 
Attorney for Applicants 
(212) 408-2548 



Baker Botts L.L.P. 
30 Rockefeller Plaza 
New York NY 10112 
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